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REPORT  ON  "NO  SHOW"  CITY  JOBS 
HELD  BY  UNION  OFFICIALS 
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HISTORY  OF  THE  INVESTIGATION 

For  many  years  the  City  of  Boston  has  permitted  its  employees  who  are 
also  officials  of  city  unions  to  take  time  off  from  their  jobs  without  loss 
of  pay  to  attend  to  union  affairs.  In  most  instances  insofar  as  the  per- 
mission is  in  writing  it  is  embodied  only  in  collective  bargaining  agreements, 
but  in  one  instance  the  agreement  is  between  an  individual  and  the  city. 
For  four  officials  of  large  city  unions  this  permission  has  amounted  to  a 
permanent  paid  leave  of  absence. 

On  June  1,  1976,  the  Finance  Commission  voted  to  investigate  personnel 
irregularities  and  abuses  in  the  city.  In  the  course  of  its  investigation  of 
the  employment  history  of  Sarah  Calarese  Kennedy  (the  subject  of  a  Commission 
Report  dated  November  4,  1976)  the  Finance  Commission  also  investigated  the 
influence  exerted  upon  her  superiors  by  Mrs.  Kennedy's  husband,  Thomas  J. 
Kennedy,  President,  Local  285,  Service  Employees  International  Union,  AFL-CIO. 
The  Finance  Commission  learned  that  Mr.  Kennedy  was  one  of  those  union  officials 
who  had  received  written  permission  to  perform  no  duties  at  his  city  employment 
and  also  that  he  received  substantial  compensation  from  his  union. 

Because  of  the  Finance  Commission's  finding  that  Thomas  Kennedy  held  a 
paid  "no  show"  city  job  while  at  the  same  time  being  paid  an  even  larger  salary 
by  his  union  the  Commission  decided  to  review  the  city's  policy  of  allowing 
union  officials  to  have  what  are  commonly  called  "no  show"  city  jobs.  The 
Commission  heard  the  sworn  testimony  of  Thomas  J.  Kennedy  and  of  Robert  E. 
Holland,  Supervisor  of  the  city's  Office  of  Labor  Relations.  It  also  consulted 
records  at  the  state  Labor  Relations  Convnission  and  examined  the  law  respecting 
the  authority  of  municipalities  to  grant  indefinite  leaves  of  absences  to 
public  employees  without  loss  of  pay. 
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STATEMENT  OF  FACTS 

Robert  E.  Holland,  Supervisor  of  Labor  Relations,  testified  that  the 
city  bargains  with  16  unions.  Of  these  16,  four  officials  of  three  of  the 
unions  are  permitted  by  written  agreement  and  long  standing  practice  to 
perform  no  duties  at  their  city  jobs.  These  officials,  their  union  affiliations, 
their  city  jobs  and  city  salaries  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Thomas  J.  Kennedy,  President,  Local  285,  Service  Employees  Internation- 
al Union,  AFL-CIO  -  Lineman  Cable  Splicer  -  $13,152/yr. 

(2)  A.  Michael  Mullane,  President,  Firefighters  Local  718  -  Firefighter  - 
$14,567/yr. 

(3)  Chester  Broderick,  Chairman,  Boston  Police  Patrolmen's  Association, 
Inc.  -  Patrolman  -  $14,800/yr. 

(4)  John  Bilodeau,  Vice  Chairman,  Boston  Police  Patrolmen's  Association, 
Inc.  -  Patrolman  -  $14,600/yr. 

The  written  authorizations  respecting  all  the  above  named  officials, 
except  for  Mr.  Kennedy,  are  incorporated  within  existing  collective  bargaining 
agreements.  (See  Exhibit  1  for  example  of  relevant  contract  provisions). 
Mr.  Kennedy's  authorization  is  contained  in  a  letter  dated  November  4,  1975, 
which  is  not  part  of  the  collective  bargaining  agreement  between  the  city  and 
Local  285.  (Exhibit  2).  It  should  be  noted  that  the  collective  bargaining 
agreements  permit  leaves  of  absence  without  loss  of  pay  for  union  officials 
for  the  purposes  of  "negotiating  the  terms  of  a  contract,  or  supplements  thereto" 
and  "for  time  required  to  discuss  and  process  grievances  or  incidents  which 
could  lead  to  grievances."  There  is  no  reference  to  any  total  leave  of  absence. 

The  state  collective  bargaining  law  for  public  employees  (G.L.  c.  150E, 
s.  14)  requires  each  union  with  public  employees  to  file  with  the  state 
Labor  Relations  Commission  an  annual  report,  including  the  salaries  of  all 
union  officers.  Apparently,  none  of  the  unions  named  above  has  filed  such 
a  report  on  a  current  basis,  as  is  required  by  law.*  (Exhibit  3). 

♦General  Laws,  c.  150E,  s.  14,  authorizes  the  Labor  Relations  Commission 
to  order  unions  to  file  reports  required  by  section  14,  but  to  date  the  Labor 
Relations  Conmiisslon  has  not  done  so. 
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According  to  the  outdated  reports  which  have  been  filed,  however,  as  well 
as  from  other  information  received  by  the  Finance  Commission,  Thomas  J. 
Kennedy  is  receiving  a  union  salary  of  $25,500  per  year  ($17,500  from  Local 
285,  $7,500  from  the  International),  plus  unlimited  free  use  of  an  automobile, 
free  indoor  parking  space  ($60  per  month  rental)  and  a  union  expense  accourt. 

The  report  of  the  Boston  Police  Patrolmen's  Association,  Inc.  was  filed 
in  1974,  and  it  states  that  the  Chairman,  Chester  A.  Broderick,  receives 
a  union  salary  of  $7,825,  and  the  Vice  Chairman,  John  Bilodeau,  receives 
$7,975. 

The  report  for  the  Boston  Firefighters  Local  718,  filed  in  1975,  appears 
to  be  incomplete  and  makes  no  mention  of  salaries  of  union  officials. 

At  the  time  that  Local  285  negotiated  its  current  collective  bargaining 
agreement  with  the  city  the  union  membership  consisted  of  approximately  3,200 
Boston  employeees  and  1900  state  Public  Works  employees.  According  to 
Mr.  Kennedy's  testimony  before  the  Finance  Commission  on  September  15,  1976, 
the  Local  285  membership  at  that  time  was  approximately  7,000,  of  whom 
approximately  one  half  were  Boston  employees.  The  other  half  were  principally 
state  employees,  with  the  remainder  being  employees  of  other  municipalities. 

In  contrast  to  the  special  arrangement  for  the  four  officers  of  the  three 
unions  discussed  above,  the  union  with  the  largest  number  of  city  employees 
(approximately  5,000),  Boston  District  Council  45,  American  Federation  of 
State,  County  and  Municipal  Employees,  AFL-CIO,  does  not  have  any  of  its 
salaried  officials  on  the  city  payroll.  The  executive  secretary  of  District 
Council  45,  Joseph  M.  Bonavita,  receives  a  union  salary  of  $16,960,  and  he 
is  not  a  city  employee.  The  unsalaried  President  of  the  union,  Joseph  M. 
Leydon,  is  a  city  employee,  employed  as  Senior  Hospital  Guard  at  Long  Island 
Hospital  at  a  salary  of  $11,904  per  year.  By  letter  dated  January  5,  1971, 
he  notified  his  superiors  that  his  union  duties  would  require  his  absence 
from  his  city  job  a  minimum  of  two  evenings  each  month. 
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Both  Mr.  Kennedy  and  Mr.  Holland  were  asked  why  salaried  union 
officials  were  also  permitted  to  hold  "no  show"  city  jobs,  and,  in  particular, 
why  Mr.  Kennedy  was  permitted  to  do  so,  when  presumably  half  his  time  was 
being  devoted  to  representing  the  interests  of  the  state  employee  anion 
members.  Mr.  Kennedy  testified  that  the  reason  for  permitting  him  to  attend 
to  union  affairs  was  to  enable  him  to  administer  the  union  contract  and  to 
service  the  union  members.  He  conceded,  however,  that  he  was  also  paid  by 
the  union  to  perform  these  services.  When  he  was  asked  why  he  was  being 
paid  by  the  city  to  represent  state  employees  he  stated  that  he  could  not 
answer  the  question,  and  it  should  be  asked  of  the  city. 

Supervisor  of  Labor  Relations  Robert  E.  Holland  testified  that  it  was 
administratively  convenient  for  the  city  to  allow  certain  city  employees 
to  devote  full  time  to  union  affairs.  He  testified  that  the  city  derived 
a  benefit  from  this  practice,  because  it  assured  itself  of  having  union 
officials  with  whom  it  could  have  comnunication  at  any  time.  Beyond  what  he 
had  read  in  the  newspapers,  Mr.  Holland  was  not  aware  of  the  fact  that  some 
union  officials  who  are  city  employees  also  receive  substantial  union  salaries. 
Also,  Mr.  Holland  conceded  that  the  city  had  no  such  arrangement  with  the 
union  with  the  largest  number  of  city  employees,  and  the  absence  of  such 
an  arrangement  had  not  resulted  in  a  failure  of  conmuni cation.  When  Mr.  Holland 
was  questioned  about  the  reason  for  permitting  Mr.  Kennedy  to  hold  a  "no  show" 
city  job  when  part  of  his  time  would  be  spent  representing  state  employees 
he  replied  that  he  had  not  been  aware  of  the  extent  of  the  state  membership 
of  Local  285. 

The  following  are  questions  and  answers  taken  from  Mr.  Holland's  testimony 
respecting  the  city's  practice  of  permitting  union  officials  to  hold  "no  show" 
jobs: 

Question:  If  he  [Thomas  Kennedy]  wanted  to  represent  his  union's  interests  I 
would  think  it  would  be  in  his  interest  to  meet  with  you  simply 
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because  he  is  president  of  the  union.  Why  does  he  have  to 
be  paid  by  the  city? 
Holland:   I  don't  think  he  has  to  be  paid  by  the  city. 
Question:  Why  do  we  pay  Thomas  Kennedy  and  not  Paul  McCarthy  [Spokesman  of 
Massachusetts  Nurses'  Association]  and  what  do  we  get  in  return 
from  paying  Thomas  Kennedy  that  we  don't  get  in  our  relationship 
with  Paul  McCarthy?  I'm  using  names  but  I  mean  one  union  president 
as  opposed  to  another  or  one  union  spokesman  as  opposed  to  another. 
Holland:   I  can't  think  of  any. 

Question:  Why  couldn't  you  be  dealing  with  one  president  of  Local  285, 
Mr.  Kennedy,  or  anyone  else  without  also  paying  him  from  the 
City  Treasury? 
Holland:   I  don't  know  that  we  couldn't. 

The  names  of  the  four  union  officials  holding  "no  show"  city  jobs  appear 
each  week  upon  city  payrolls.  General  Laws  c.  41,  s.  41,  requires  that  each 
payroll  must  be  signed  by  the  employee's  appointing  authority  under  the  pains 
and  penalties  of  perjury.  The  appointing  authority  certifies  that  all 
persons  appearing  on  the  payroll  "were  employed  during  the  payroll  period 
covered  by  the  roll  and  actually  performed  tie  duties  of  the  positions  and 
employment  indicated."  The  law  provides  for  criminal  sanctions  for  any 
public  official  who  knowingly  executes,  files  or  publishes  any  false  written 
statement.  G.L.  c.  268A,  s.  9.  ftoreover,  no  written  statement  required  by  law 
need  be  verified  by  oath  before  a  magistrate  so  long  as  it  is  verified  by  a 
written  declaration  that  it  is  made  under  the  penalties  of  perjury.  Any 
such  statement  that  is  willfully  false'in  a  material  matter  shall  make  the 
signer  guilty  of  perjury.  G.L.  c.  268,  s.  lA. 
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ISSUE 

The  city's  practice  of  allowing  certain  union  officials  to  hold  and 
be  paid  for  "no  show"  city  jobs  raises  the  question,  first,  whether  the 
City  of  Boston  has  the  legal  authority  to  grant  such  permission  and  secondly, 
even  if  it  has  such  authority,  whether  such  arrangements  should  be  permitted 
to  continue. 

FINDINGS  AND  CONCLUSIONS 

The  Finance  Commission  believes  that  the  City  of  Boston  does  not  have 
the  legal  authority  to  permit  any  city  employees  to  hold  and  be  paid  for 
permanent  "no  show"  jobs.  It  is  a  well  established  principle  that  public 
officers  charged  with  the  expenditure  of  money  raised  by  taxation  can  vote 
it  only  for  public  uses  and  have  no  right  to  devote  it  to  private  purposes. 
As  was  stated  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  in  Whittaker  v.  Salem,  216  Mass. 
483,  page  484,  in  denying  one  half  salary  payment  to  a  teacher  on  a  one 
year  leave  of  absence  due  to  illness,  "However  meritorious  the  project 
may  appear  to  be  either  in  its  practical  or  ethical  or  sentimental  aspects, 
if  it  is  in  essence  a  gift  to  an  individual  rather  than  a  furthering  of  a 
public  interest,  money  raised  by  taxation  cannot  be  appropriated  for  it." 

The  Legislature  has  permitted  municipalities  to  grant  paid  leaves  of 
absence  for  public  employees  in  several  instances  beyond  the  usual  vacation 
and  sick  leave  allowances.  Examples  are: 

1.  To  attend  a  convention  of  an  employee  union  as  an  officer,  delegate 
or  alternate  delegate.  G.L.  c.  40,  s.  21C. 

2.  To  attend  conventions  of  certain  veterans'  organizations  as  a  delegate. 
G.L.  c.  41,  ss.  111c  and  lllj. 
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3.  Up  to  eight  hours  time  off  annually  to  donate  blood.  G.L.  c.  149, 
s.  33D. 

Where  the  courts  have  had  occasion  to  review  the  legitimacy  of  permission 
granted  by  public  bodies  to  public  employees  to  be  absent  without  loss  of  pay 
they  have  examined  whether  an  identifiable  public  purpose  is  being  served. 

In  the  recent  case  of  Allen  v.  Town  of  Sterling,  Mass.  Adv.  Sh.  (1975) 
1697,  the  court  considered  the  validity  of  a  provision  in  a  municipal  collective 
bargaining  agreement  permitting  employees  to  receive  credit  for  up  to  two 
days  unused  sick  leave  per  year.  The  court  found  that  the  provision  conferred 
a  public  benefit  by  offering  an  incentive  to  public  employees  not  to  use 
all  available  sick  leave.  The  court  concluded  that  the  provision  was  not 
unreasonably  generous. 

In  the  present  instance,  not  only  are  the  agreements  to  grant  total  paid 
leaves  of  absence  vastly  broader  in  scope  than  the  two  days  per  year  provision 
ruled  "not  unreasonably  generous"  in  the  Allen  v.  Town  of  Sterling  case,  but 
also  the  only  justification  advanced  by  the  Supervisor  of  Labor  Relations  for 
permitting  the  indefinite  paid  leaves  of  absences  of  union  officials  of  three 
of  the  16  city  unions  is  contradicted  by  the  fact  that  no  such  leaves  are 
granted  to  officials  of  the  other  unions,  including  the  city's  largest  union, 
with  admittedly  no  adverse  results  to  the  city. 

The  Home  Rule  Amendment,  Article  89  of  the  Amendments  to  the  Massachusetts 
Constitution,  and  the  Home  Rule  Procedures  Act  (G.L.  c.  43B),  permit  the  City 
of  Boston  to  exercise  any  power  or  function  conferable  on  it  by  the  Legislature 
so  long  as  it  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  Constitution  or  a  general  law.  It 
would  appear  that  the  Legislature's  specific  and  restricted  authorization  for 
paid  leaves  of  absaece  have  imposed  a  legislative  restriction  upon  the  scope; 
'of  such  authorizations.  However,  even  as'suming  that  the  city  can  greatly 
expand  upon"  existing  grounds  for  statutory  paid  leaves"  of  absence,  the  city's 
defense  of  its  permission  for  union  officials  to  hold  "no  show"  jobs  as  serving  a 


-8- 
public  purpose  is  further  compromised  by  the  manner  in  which  it  was  put  into 
effect.  The  radical  expansion  of  the  previously  restricted  leaves  of  absence 
categories  embodied  in  the  general  laws  was  not  made  the  subject  of  a  city 
ordinance,  of  debate  in  the  City  Council  or  even  of  prior  review  by  the 
City's  Law  Department.  The  pertinent  language  of  the  agreements  themselves 
does  not  support  the  long  standing  practice  of  the  city  to  permit  certain 
city  employees  to  hold  their  jobs  on  a  completely  "no  show"  basis.  In  short, 
the  facts  and  the  history  of  the  "no  show"  jobs  held  by  union  officials  present 
an  extremely  weak  case  for  the  proposition  that  they  confer  a  sufficient 
public  benefit  to  make  them  legitimate. 

The  city  justifies  its  practice  of  allowing  some  union  officials  to 
hold  complete  "no  show"  city  jobs  on  the  ground  that  these  officials  devote 
full  time  to  union  affairs.  In  fact,  until  the  Finance  Commission's 
investigation  of  this  matter  there  was  no  attempt  by  the  city  to  monitor  the 
activities  of  the  holders  of  "no  show"  jobs  to  ensure  that  they  were  devoting 
their  working  hours  to  the  handling  of  union  grievances  and  contract 
negotiations.* 

In  the  case  of  Thomas  J.  Kennedy,  it  is  clear  that  he  has  not  devoted  his 
working  hours  exclusively  to  City  of  Boston  union  business.  He  testified  that 
between  August  2  and  September  10,  1976,  he  was  out  of  state  every  night  and 
was  only  in  one  of  his  union  offices  (not  the  main  office)  for  brief  periods 
of  time.  During  this  period  he  contacted  the  main  union  office  only  by 
telephone  and  then  only  about  three  times  a  week,  and  he  never  left  a  number 
where  he  could  be  reached.  He  could  not  remember  a  single  person  whom  he 
contacted  on  union  business  during  this  period  of  time.  He  testified  that  he 
did  not  even  read  the  newspapers  or  watch  the  television  newscasts  during 


*See  Exhibit  3,  dated  November  8,  1976,  which  indicates  the  new  city 
policy  of  monitoring  all  on  duty  time  spent  by  employees  on  union  duty. 
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much  of  this  period  because  he  did  not  like  the  coverage  that  had  been  given 
by  the  media  to  negotiations  involving  his  state  employees. 

When  asked  what  his  normal  daily  functions  were  with  regard  to  Boston 
employees,  Mr.  Kennedy  stated  that  he  checked  to  see  how  the  grievances 
were  moving  along.  He  stated,  however,  that  there  were  only  "100  to  200" 
grievances  filed  per  year  and  there  were  some  60  to  80  union  members  who  had 
authority  to  process  them.  He  would  simply  keep  in  contact  with  these  people 
to  ask  how  things  were  going. 

Chester  Broderick,  Chairman  of  the  Boston  Police  Patrolmen's  Association,  has 
also  devoted  his  "no  show"  hours  to  matters  not  included  in  the  collective 
bargaining  agreement.  Last  July  he  was  involved  in  the  "Fear  City"  publicity 
campaign  organized  by  the  Boston  Police  Patrolmen's  Association,  Inc.,  and 
these  activities  were  the  subject  of  a  warning  from  the  Police  Commissioner. 
(Exhibit  4). 

In  addition  to  the  demonstrable  fact  that  the  paid  leaves  of  absence 
granted  to  a  few  union  officials  are  not  necessary,  are  not  monitored  and  are 
on  occasion  abused  by  the  recipients,  it  is  also  the  case  that  such  special 
arrangements  with  a  few  officials  of  large  city  unions  inevitably  raise  the 
suspicion  that  they  are  made  for  the  purpose  of  assuring  the  cooperation  and 
compliance  of  the  unions.  The  special  treatment  accorded  by  city  officials 
to  the  wife  of  Thomas  J.  Kennedy  over  a  period  of  years,  in  response  to  Mr. 
Kennedy's  repeated  expressions  of  interest,  cannot  but  create  the  additional 
suspicion  that  the  city  administration  was  attempting  to  assure  itself  of 
Mr.  Kennedy's  cooperation  and  compliance. 
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RECOr^ENDATIONS 
The  Finance  Conmission  reconmends  that  the  following  steps  be  taken  to 
end  the  practice  of  permitting  union  officials  to  hold  and  be  paid  for  "no 
show"  jobs  and  to  establish  uniform  administrative  practices  for  city  employees 
who  are  also  union  officials: 

1.  That  the  Labor  Relations  Office  notify  immediately  Thomas  J.  Kennedy, 
A.  Michael  Mullane,  Chester  Broderick  and  John  Bilodeau  that  their  present  no 
show  job  status  must  end  at  once  and  that  henceforth  time  off  will  be  granted 
only  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  written  agreements.* 

2.  That  the  Labor  Relations  Office  prepare  a  written  policy  for  the 
granting  and  monitoring  of  all  temporary  paid  leaves  of  absence  of  city  employees 
from  their  jobs  while  attending  to  union  affairs  pursuant  to  applicable  collective 
bargaining  agreements,  that  it  submit  such  policy  statement  to  the  Law  Department 
for  its  approval  and  that  it  then  take  steps  to  have  it  implemented. 

3.  That  all  future  collective  bargaining  agreements  set  forth  in  detail 

the  particular  union  activities  which  city  employees  will  be  permitted  to 

perform  during  normal  work  hours,  and  that  they  limit  any  city  compensation  for 

periods  devoted  to  union  activities  to  an  amount  which,  when  added  to  all  forms 

of  union  compensation,  does  not  exceed  the  full  rate  of  compensation  paid  by 

the  city  to  the  employees. 

By. 

THE  FINANCE  COMMISSION 

Andrea  Wasserman  Garqiulo,  Esq.,  Chairwoman 

Frederick  R.  H.  Witherby,  Esq. 

Percy  C.  Wilson 

Barbara  Cheney 

*In  its  November  4,  1976  Report  (pg.  29)  the  Finance  Commission  recommended 
that  Civil  Service  dismissal  proceedings  be  instituted  against  Thomas  J.  Kennedy. 
The  recommendation  in  the  present  report  is  an  addition  to  the  earlier  recommendation. 
The  Finance  Coimiission  questions  whether  the  city's  letter  of  November  4,  1975,  to 
Mr.  Kennedy  (Exhibit  2)  constitutes  a  binding  agreement  for  the  reasons  stated  in 
the  report  and  also  because  it  is  not  included  in  the  collective  bargaining 
agreement  between  the  city  and  Local  285, in  accordance  with  6.L.  c,  i50E. 


EXHIBIT  #1 
3.   Discrlminato  in  rtgnrd  to  omployment  or  condltioni>  i 

omploymont  In  order  to  cncouragci  or  dlacouraqo  mombcrflhip  in  t>  it 

Aooociationf 

4,  Diacrininntc  af7Q.ir.3t  an  omployoc  bocauop  >ie  hnn  qlvwr^ 
testimony  or  takon  part  in  any  qricvanco  procodurcn,  or  otaor  hoar - 
inga,  negotiations  or  conforoncco  ^'or  or  In  bchr^Ll:  of  '^.lo  Amoi-.  n- 
tlon;  or 

5.  Rofuae  to  meet,  negotiate,  or  confer  on  proper  mattiv  s 
with  officers  or  rGprcacntatlves  or  tho  ;\3sociation  na  net  forth  in 
this  Agroeinent. 

Section  2.   The  members  of  tho  Association  Bargaining  Commit too, 
not  to  exceed  five  (5),  shall  bo  granted  leave  of  nbaonce  witliout 
loss  of  pay  or  benefits  for  all  Tioctings  between  the  City  and  the 
Aaoociation  for  tho  purpose  of  negotiating  the  terms  of  a  contract, 
or  supplcmento  thereto.   Association  officers,  shift  represent ativos 
and  Bargaining  Committee  members,  not  to  exceed  five  (5)  in  any 
instance,  shall  bo  granted  leave  of  abnence  without  losa  of  pay  or 
benefits  for  tine  required  to  diacuss  and  proco33  grievr.nceo  or  in- 
cidents which  could  lead  to  grXovancen,  with  the  omployoe  or  othorn 
involved,  and  to  attend  all  "sta.-jding  committee"  meetings  with  tho 
"-.  •ly  aa  provided  in  Article  XIV,  and  may  enter  any  prowisoa  of  tho 
Department  at  any  rcasonnblo  timo  for  auch  purjxjsos  provided  thoy 
aivo  notice  of  their  prcacnco  iTuaodiatoly  upon  arrival  to  tho  person 
In  charge.   Sucli  officers,  ahift  roprosentativeo  and  Bargaining 
f'T^-^lttec  membcrB  who  work  witli  any  night  platoon  shall  have  thoir 


hdura  and  ichedule  of  work  accordincjly  adjusted  to  effectuate  the 

purposes  of  this  Soction. 

Section  3.   Asnociation  officors  and  nhift  roprcaontatives 
•hall  bo  permitted  to  diacuoa  official  Aflsociation  bvioinosa  with 
employees  prior  to  on-duty  roll  call  or  following  off-duty  roll  call. 

Section  4,  The  Associatioi  shall  provide  the  Department  and 
keep  updated  a  list  of  its  officero  and  Bargaining  Coraiittco  mem- 
bers, and  of  all  of  its  shift  rapresentativos. 

Section  5.   A3sociation  officers,  shift  representatives,  and 
Bargaining  Committee  members,  up  to  a  maximum  total  of  five  (5)  in 
any  one  instance,  shall  be  granted  loavo  of  abccnco,  without  pay 
Dut  with  no  lo39  of  benefits,  if  t'noy  so  rccfuost,  to  attend  meet- 
ings of  the  City  Council  of  tho  City  of  Boston,  the  General  Court 
:>r  other  public  body. 

Section  6.   Association  officers,  roprcsontatives  and  committee 
nembers  shall  not  be  transferred  out  of  thoir  unit,  district,  divi- 
sion or  bureau,  nor  be  roassignod  nor  detailed  permanently  from  one 
latoon  to  another  except  upon  uheir  own  request  or  in  normal  42 -day 
rotation  of  night  men,  or  except  for  purposes  other  than  the  purpose 
>f  discriminating  against  any  such  Association  officor,  shift  ropro- 
lantative  or  committee  member  for  the  exercise  of  the  rights  speci- 
fied in  Section  1  of  this  Artici^e  or  of  interfering  with  the 
itructure  or  institutional  life  of  the  Association.   Specific  ren- 
icns,  in  writing,  for  any  such  transfer,  dotal!  or  raaesignmant 
hall  be  given  by  tho  Police  Corunissioner  or  his  delegate  to  An  em- 
tloyoa  on  request  within  three  (3)  days  of  such  roquost.   Any  dispute 
•rounder  shall  be  subjoct  to  the  grievance  and  arbitration  procadura. 


EXHIBIT  #2 


le 


November  4,  1975 


Thomas  J.  Kennody,  President 
UnitGd  City,  County  and  State 

Employoos  Union,  Local  ^SS' 
151  Treraont  Street  -  Suite  13P   • 
Boston,  Massachusatts  02111   . 

Re:  Status  of  Union  Presidant 
Dear  Mr.  Kennedy:  " 

This  letter  is  to  confirrn  the  oral  agree T,nnt  bet-.-.-eon 
representatives  of  the  City  of  Boston  ancl  the  United  City, 
County  and  State  Employees  Union,  Lo>al  235,  in  regard  to  th< 
arnoloynent  status  of  the  Union  President  while  engaged  in  Union 
business. 

The  Agreement  was  reached  between  the  abovs  parties  during 
collective  bargaining  negotiations  for  the  contract  effective 
July  1,  1975  and  providas  as  follows:    During  the  life  of  tha 
current  collective  bargaining  7\greeinent,  the  ?re3ic3ent  of  the 
Union  i/nall  be  granted  a  leave  of.absanco  from  the  City  of 
Boston  wafchout  loss  of  pay  or  benefits  for  the  time  required 
to  conduct  Union  business. 

It  is  further  understood  that  this  agreement  merely  for- 
malizes the  existing  practice  betv;een  the  partias. 

If  tha  above  does  not  en\body  your  understanding  of  the 
"graeznont,  plaasa  contact  ma. 

Very  truly  yours. 


H 

H  Supervisor  of  L-^bor  Relations 


EXHIBIT  #3 

THE  FINANCE  COMMISSION 

OF 

THE  CITY  OF  BOSTON 

Three  Park  Street 

Boston,  Mass.  02108 

IMMISS'CNEHS 

And'ea  Wn\5e'"'Tid'*i  Gargtuo    Chairwoman 
Prede'ick  P    H    vvithgrbv.  Esq 
Pe'CV  (-     A'! ■ion 
Bartw    '  ''.^v  >  \ 


riovfiiit_>er  *■.    r"7C 


Mr.  Alfonzo  D'Apuzzo,  Executive  Secretary 

State  Labor  Relations  Commission  ■  • 

100  Carnbridge  Street  '  .  . 

Boston,  Massachusetts   02202       " '■ 

Dear  Mr.  D'Apuzzo: 

Pursuant  to  our  telephone  conversation  of  this  morning  the  Finance 
Commission  requests  your  assistance  in  deterii;ining  fcompliance  of  Massachusetts 
General  Law, Chapter  150E, section  14, by  several  unions  representing  city 
employees.  Last  week  a  member  of  our  staff  requested  the  annual  report 
of  the  Boston  Police  Patrolmen's  Association,  Boston  Firefighters,  Local  718 
anc  Service  Employees  International,  Local  285.  Your  staff  was  unable  to 
locate  current  reports  of  those  three  unions  apparently  violating  the 
provisions  of  M.G.L.  c.  150E,  s.  14. 

Ttie  Finance  Commission  is  currently  writing  a  report  dealing  in  part 
with  the  problem  cited  above.  We  would  request  that  you  search  your  files 
to  determine  whether  or  not  the  three  unions  have  filed  annual  statements. 
Additionally,  if  no  reports  have  been  filed.do  you  plan  to  order  the  unions 
to  comply,  as.  is  your  duty?  We  are  well  aware  you  have  a  staffing  probleni 
but  would  appreciate  your  assistance  in  this  matter. 

Very  truly  yours , 


Jeffrey  W.  Con  ley 
Sti'.ff  Investiijdtor 

..;C/l, 


EXHIBIT  #4 


[BostocD  [P®DO(B(e" 

COMMISSIONER'S  MEMORANDUM 


C.  M.  NO.  76-132 
MONITORING  UNION  ACTIVITIES 


November  8,  1976 


^fev. 


TO: 


ALL  BUREAUS,; DIVISIONS,  DISTRICTS,  OFFICES,  SECTIONS  AND  UNITS- 


COPIES  TO:  ALL  SUPERINTENDENTS,  DEPUTY.  SUPERINFENDENTS  AND  DIRECTORS 


NENTION  AT  ROLL  CALLS 


I 


,  •■'Mi POST  U^^•IL^'^WVEMBER  22,  1976 


•tfrSiv"'-'"'- 


v 


Pursuant  to  a  recent  directive  from  Mr.  Robert  E.  Holland,  Supervisor 


of  Labor  Relations  for  th^ity  of  Bos  ton: 

"Ccnmanding  officers  are  advised  to  monitor  closely 
all  on-duty  tine^  spent  by  enployees  (police  and ' 
civilian)  en  mibn,  activltyi:  j^     Vi,^^     \Sk 

The  Collective  Bargaining  Agreements  specif  these 
.  purposes  and  employees  for  i^ich  time  off  vdthout 
loss  of  pay  may  be  allowed.        >        ,tv 

Any  employee  requesting  time  off  for  grievance  pro- 
cessing or  any  other  alleged  union  business  should 
be  required  to  explain  the  reasjjns  for, the  request. 

■  'r>  :.  :):^^!y^-r':-'   :   ■■'•■■  '  '    -      '''■-'■  ■ 
,  A  record,  in  the^Daily  Detail  Book,  should  be  kept 
of  all  such  time  off  granted." 


If  there  is  any  question  on  specific  requests  for  time  off,  the  Labor 
Relations  Office  at  Headquarters,  Entension  4540  or  4544,  should  be  contacted. 


Mr':- 


EXHIBIT    #5 


ii5®^miy 


Li_,    ^ 


^■ 

i>- 

-4^ 

August  4,   1976 


Mr.  Chaster  Broderidc,  Chairman 
Boston  Police  Patrolmen's  Association 
128  North  Street 
Boston,  Mcissachusetts 

Dear  Sir: 

Please  be  advised  that  ari  investigation  oonoeming  year 
work  schedule  by  the  Staff  Inspection  Division  has  been  oanclx£-. 
ed  vdiich  shows  that  you  are  carried  on  the  books  at  District  Six 
as  working  on  a  five-and-two  schedule,  and  thair  you  were  on.  doty 
on  July  8,  1976. 

Whereas  this  type  of  work  sdiedule  at  a  district  level 
has  been  the  subject  of  grievances  in  the  pcist  by  the  Grievancs 
Ocnxnittee  of  the  WPA,   I  am  sure  that  you,  as  Qudnnan  of  the 
EPPA,  would  wish  to  oonfoxm  to  the  same  four-and'two  schedule  as 
that  of  your  brother  officers.  r-^^- 


'->-i-:-i-  ■  :T~-^i, 


VStds  past  specialized  sdieduling  as  it  refers  to  your:  ^4 
work  reguirarents,  as  well  as  your  physical  absence  JCrcn  your  ^ 
assigned  district,  will  be  the  subject  of  further  refvia*  in  an  •" 
effort  to  promulgate  guidelines  for  you  and  your  Oatmanding  ^^ -r 
Officer.  .w-^>r--- 

Procedures  allowed  in  the  past  reflect  poorly , on  the"  ^'v 
work  status  of  nary  of  your  officers.  You  are  all,  first  and 
foremost,  aiployees  of  the  Police  Department  of  the  City  of  Bea- 
ton and-  are  oonpensated  as  sxidK.  Iherefore,  the  citizens  of. 
this  city  have  a  right  to  ea^ject  certain  regular  duties  fron 
you  as  a  police  officer.  The  recent  "pairphleteering"  episode, 
especially  v*ien  oonducted  during  hours  vdien  you  shotild  have 
been  on  duty,  did  not  enhance  that  purpose.  Further,  it  is  not 
the  type  of  activity  oonterplated  by  contractual  provisions  on 
duty  excussd. 

When  the  new  guidelines  of  your  schedule  are  formulated 
you  v-dll  be  informed  and  it  will  be  e:q5ected  that  the  pertinent 
provisions  of  Article  IV  of  the  Contract  betweafi  the  City  of 


Boston  arid 
future . 


the  BPPA  Inc. ,  will  be  str 


adhered  to  in  the 


RJdCijl 


